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1. Introduction 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and 

CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.). 

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR; 

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 

consultation process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the DEIR for the City of Torrance General 

Plan during the public review period, which began July 23, 2009, and closed September 08, 2009. This 

document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the 

independent judgment of the Lead Agency. This document and the circulated DEIR comprise the FEIR, 

in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 

This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of this FEIR.  

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of agencies and interested persons 

commenting on the DEIR; copies of comment letters received during the public review period, and 

individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of the responses, each comment letter has 

been reproduced and assigned a number (A-1 through A-3 for letters received from agencies and 

organizations, and R-1 through R-4 for letters received from residents). Individual comments have been 

numbered for each letter and the letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding 
comment number.  

Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the DEIR text and figures as a 

result of the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or 

errors and omissions discovered subsequent to release of the DEIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of the FEIR. The 

City of Torrance staff has reviewed this material and determined that none of this material constitutes the 
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type of significant new information that requires recirculation of the DEIR for further public comment 

under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of this new material indicates that the project will result in 
a significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the DEIR. Additionally, none of this 

material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified 

environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of the other circumstances 

requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons 
and public agencies that the focus of review and comment of DEIRs should be “on the sufficiency of the 

document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which 

significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they 

suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or 

mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the 
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not require a 

lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 

demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to 

significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as 
long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their 

comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, 

or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect 

shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Section 15204 (d) also states, 
“Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information 

germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.” Section 15204 (e) states, “This section shall not be 

used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general adequacy of a document or of the lead 

agency to reject comments not focused as recommended by this section.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of the written responses to 
public agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental 

impact report. The responses will be forwarded with copies of this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will 

conform to the legal standards established for response to comments on DEIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments 

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (City of Torrance) to evaluate 

comments on environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed 

the DEIR and prepare written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the DEIR and the City’s responses to each 
comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where 

sections of the DEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the 

DEIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of agencies and persons that submitted comments on the DEIR during the public 

review period. 

 

Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

Agencies & Organizations 

A1 California Department of Transportation – Caltrans District 7 September 3, 2009 2-5 

A2 County Sanitation District of Los Angeles County July 29, 2009 2-9 

A3 Southern California Association of Governments September 8, 2009 2-13 

Residents 

R1 Leilani Kimmel-Dagostino August 9, 2009 2-25 

R2 Thomas Rische Unknown 2-29 

R3 Jose Santome August 3, 2009 2-33 

R4 Dave Sargent August 4, 2009 2-39 
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LETTER A1 – Caltrans (3 pages) 
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A1. Response to Comments from Caltrans, dated September 3, 2009. 

A1-1 Comment noted. As specific development proposals are brought forth in the City, 
and as designs are developed for improvements along Pacific Coast Highway (SR-

1), Hawthorne Boulevard (SR-107), and the San Diego Freeway (Interstate 405), the 

City will, under its normal development review process, coordinate with Caltrans 

District 7. 

A1-2 The General Plan analysis has been performed using typical evaluation methods 
appropriate for a general plan level of analysis. Traffic impact analyses required for 

individual development projects in the City would be required to identify the project 

study area where potential traffic impacts associated with the new development 

could occur. Traffic impacts identified by individual development projects in the City 

of Torrance would be required to implement or contribute to improvements in the 
adjacent cities impacted by the project. Future projects that contribute to impacts in 

adjacent cities would be required to assess their fair share traffic impacts. Likewise, 

development projects within adjacent cities will be required to implement or 

contribute to improvements in the City of Torrance. 

Furthermore, to address the increasing public concern that traffic congestion was 

impacting the quality of life and economic vitality of the State of California, 

Proposition 111 enacted the Congestion Management Program (CMP). The intent of 

the CMP is to provide the analytical basis for transportation decisions through the 

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) process. A countywide approach 
has been established by the MTA, the local CMP agency, to implement the statutory 

requirements of the CMP. The countywide approach includes designating a highway 

network that includes all state highways and principal arterials within the County and 

monitoring the network's LOS standards. Monitoring the CMP network is one of the 

responsibilities of local jurisdictions. If LOS standards deteriorate, then local 
jurisdictions must prepare a deficiency plan to be in conformance with the 

countywide plan.  

The CMP for the County of Los Angeles requires that all freeway segments where a 

project is expected to add 150 or more trips in any direction during the peak hours 
be analyzed. An analysis is also required at all CMP intersections where a project 

would likely add 50 or more trips during the peak hours. Therefore, impacts and 

mitigation for regional transportation systems will be addressed as individual 

development projects occur in the future. 

A1-3 See Response A1-2. 

A1-4 The General Plan analysis has been performed using typical evaluation methods 

appropriate for a general plan level of analysis. As specific development proposals 

are brought forth, the City will require analysis of state transportation facilities using 

the Highway Capacity Method (HCM) as part of its existing development review 

process. 

A1-5 See Response A1-4. 
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A1-6 This requirement relates to specific development projects rather than the proposed 

General Plan Update. However, your comment is hereby noted, included in the 
official environmental record of the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the 

appropriate City of Anaheim decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

A1-7 Comment is hereby noted, included in the official environmental record of the 

proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Anaheim decision-

makers for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER A2 – County Sanitation District of Los Angeles County (1 page) 
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A2. Response to Comments County Sanitation District of Los Angeles County, dated 

July 29, 2009. 

A2-1 Per the commenter’s request, Section 5.16, Utilities and Service Systems, p.5.16-11, 

last paragraph, second and third sentence, will be modified to read: 

Wastewater generated in the City is transported to the JWPCP in Carson, which has 

current wastewater flows of about 320 288.2 MGD (322,825), a maximum design 

flow of 385 400 mgd (431,255 448,056 afy), and a maximum design peak flow of 540 
mgd (604,878 afy). The design capacity of the JWPCP is thus about 65 111.8 mgd 

greater than the facility’s current wastewater flows. 

A2-2 The County Sanitation District comments that all other information concerning the 

District’s facilities and sewerage service contained in the DEIR is current and correct. 

No response is necessary. 
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LETTER A3 – Southern California Association of Governments (9 pages) 
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A3. Response to Comments from Southern California Association of Governments, dated 

September 8, 2009. 

A3-1 This comment indicates that SCAG reviewed the DEIR and has determined that the 

proposed project is regionally significant. 

A3-2 This comment provides an overview of the project description. No response is 

necessary.  

A3-3 The General Plan Update EIR is a program level document that analyzes the impacts 
of the proposed General Plan Update through buildout of the City. The anticipated 

impacts of the project on population, households and employment for the City of 

Torrance over buildout are discussed in Section 5 of the DEIR. Additional comments 

are hereby noted, included in the official environmental record of the proposed 

project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Torrance decision-makers 
for their review and consideration. No additional comment is necessary.  

A3-4 Comment is hereby noted, included in the official environmental record of the 

proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Torrance decision-

makers for their review and consideration. No additional comment is necessary. 

A3-5 Comment is hereby noted, included in the official environmental record of the 

proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Torrance decision-

makers for their review and consideration. No additional comment is necessary.  

A3-6 Comment is hereby noted, included in the official environmental record of the 

proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Torrance decision-
makers for their review and consideration. No additional comment is necessary. 

A3-7 Comment is hereby noted, included in the official environmental record of the 

proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Torrance decision-

makers for their review and consideration. No additional comment is necessary. 

A3-8 Comment is hereby noted, included in the official environmental record of the 
proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Torrance decision-

makers for their review and consideration. No additional comment is necessary. 
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LETTER R1 – Leilani Kimmel-Dagostino(1 page) 
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R1. Response to Comments from Leilani Kimmel-Dagostino, dated August 9, 2009. 

R1-1 Every city and county in California is required to adopt a general plan and update 
the plan at regular intervals. The purpose of the general plan is to anticipate and 

plan for “the physical development of the county or city, and any land outside its 

boundaries which bears relation to its planning” (California Government Code 

§65300). While there is no mandated time period in which the General Plan needs to 

be updated, most cities update their plans every 15-20 years, or after experiencing 
substantial growth or changes.  

It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the alternatives analysis when 

discussing the “3 proposals”. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 advises that a 

range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or the location of the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the project be described. A 

reasonable range of alternatives is discussed in Section 7 of the DEIR. 

While 2010 is a Census year, the information received during the census will not be 

available until 2012. The population information and projections used in the General 
Plan and EIR come from the most up to date sources available at time of 

preparation.  

Your comment is hereby noted, included in the official environmental record of the 

proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Torrance decision-

makers for their review and consideration. No additional response is necessary. 
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LETTER R2 – Thomas Rische (1 page) 
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R2. Response to Comments from Thomas Rische, dated September 10, 2009. 

R2-1 The graphic in question is taken from the current 1993 General Plan and is unable to 
be modified, however, your comment is hereby noted, included in the official 

environmental record of the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the 

appropriate City of Torrance decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

R2-2 The graphics in question are derived from the General Plan and are not related to 

the EIR, however, your comment is hereby noted, included in the official 
environmental record of the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the 

appropriate City of Torrance decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

R2-3 This discussions between the City and Caltrans regarding the potential 

relinquishment of Pacific Coast Highway and Hawthorne Boulevard are do not relate 
to and are not affected by the proposed General Plan and are therefore not 

discussed in the EIR. However, your comment is hereby noted, included in the 

official environmental record of the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the 

appropriate City of Torrance decision-makers for their review and consideration.  
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LETTER R3 – Jose Santome (3 pages) 
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R3. Response to Comments from Jose Santome, dated August 3, 2009. 

R3-1 Oral comments received at public hearings are taken into consideration, and written 
comments were requested during the 45-day public review period. The final public 

hearing for the proposed project is scheduled for November 10, 2009; however that 

is subject to change. The City has, and will continue to properly notice all hearings.  

R3-2 An explanation of HCM methodology is currently described on page 5.15-3, last 

paragraph. Per the commenter’s request, page 5.15-3 as been amended as follows: 

Methodology 

The City of Torrance requires significant impacts to be determined based on the 

HCM analysis; the ICU analysis (which describes the operation of a signalized 

intersection using a range of LOS from LOS A (free-flow conditions) to LOS F 

(severely congested conditions) is provided for informational purposes only, and 

is available in the appendix. 

To determine whether the addition of project-generated trips at a study 

intersection results in a significant impact, the City of Torrance has established 

the following thresholds of significance: 

 A significant project-related impact occurs at a study intersection if 

the addition of project-generated trips reduces the peak hour level of 
service of the study intersection to change from acceptable 

operation (LOS A, B, C, or D) to deficient operation (LOS E or F) 

based on the HCM methodology; or 

 A significant impact occurs at a study intersection if the addition of 

project generated trips increases the delay at an intersection already 
operating at a deficient LOS (LOS E or F) based on the HCM 

methodology. 

Level of service (LOS) is commonly used as a qualitative description of 

intersection operation and is based on the type of traffic control and delay 

experienced at the intersection. 

R3-3 The commenter is referring to the City’s Bicycle Master Plan, which, though 

mentioned for informational purposes in the DEIR, is not related to the DEIR. 

However, your comments are hereby noted, included in the official environmental 

record of the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of 

Torrance decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R3-4 It is unclear what the commenter’s statement or question is, however, your comment 

is hereby noted, included in the official environmental record of the proposed 

project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Torrance decision-makers 

for their review and consideration.  



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-38   The Planning Center September 2009 
Q:\TOR-02.0E\Draft EIR\Final EIR\FinalEIR.doc|Printed 9/17/2009 2:29 PM 

R3-5 Although not related to the DEIR, your comments are hereby noted, included in the 

official environmental record of the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the 
appropriate City of Torrance decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R3-6 Tables 5.15-3 and 5.15-4 are presenting the calculations used to determine the trip 

generation of the proposed general plan update and the total trips generated, as 

described on page 5.15-15.  

R3-7 It is believed the commenter is referring to Table 5.15-5. It is unclear what the 
commenter’s question or statement concerning the first bullet point is. Existing 

conditions refers to the conditions existing at the time the NOP is released, which in 

this case was November 12, 2008.  

R3-8 The required intersection improvements discussed in Table 5.15-6 must be 

completed within the General Plan horizon, which is the year 2030. It is anticipated 
that improvements identified in the Circulation Element will be implemented 

throughout the planning period as development occurs. The cost of improvements 

has not been calculated as part of the General Plan Update effort. 

R3-9 As stated in Impact 5.15-3, “The Torrance Municipal Code requires that parking be 
provided for all uses on a site. These regulations apply to all new developments and 

may be applied to existing uses that are modified or expanded.”  

R3-10 Although not related to the DEIR, your comments are hereby noted, included in the 

official environmental record of the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the 

appropriate City of Torrance decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R3-11 Although not related to the DEIR, your comments are hereby noted, included in the 

official environmental record of the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the 

appropriate City of Torrance decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

 



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

City of Torrance General Plan Update Final EIR City of Torrance   Page 2-39 
Q:\TOR-02.0E\Draft EIR\Final EIR\FinalEIR.doc|Printed 9/17/2009 2:29 PM 

LETTER R4 – Dave Sargent (2 pages) 
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R4. Response to Comments from Dave Sargent, dated August 4, 2009. 

R4-1 Per the commenter’s request, the following acronyms will be added to the 
Abbreviations and Acronyms section of Chapter 00: 

 DEIR Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 Du/ac Dwelling units per acre 

 ICU  Intersection Capacity Utilization 

R4-2 Per the commenter’s request, Table 3-1 has been modified and all footnote 
references have been removed.  

Table 3-1   

Residential Buildout Estimates 

Current General Plan 

Land Use Designation 

Estimated 
Density 

(du/acre) Acres 
Dwelling 

Units 
Persons per 
Household Population 

Residential 

Low Density  6.8 3,998 27,189 2.63 69,506 

Low Medium Density  13.5 426 5,751 2.63 14,702 

Medium Density 21.00 591 12,401 2.63 31,700 

Medium High/High Density  33.00 262 8,643 2.63 22,094 

High Density 45.00 5 207 2.63 529 

General Commercial   14  36 

Commercial Center   272  695 

Subtotal  5,252 54,476  139,262 

Source: 1992 General Plan, 1996 General Plan Land Use Map and subsequent amendments as incorporated in GIS database/mapping 
developed by Dudek for the City (2005) 

 

 

R4-3 The description of public transportation available to Torrance residents found on 

pages 5.15-9 and 10 is primarily for informational purposes. The expansion of these 
services is not proposed as part of the General Plan Update, and is therefore not 

analyzed in the Traffic Impact Analysis. However, your comments are hereby noted, 

included in the official environmental record of the proposed project, and will be 

forwarded to the appropriate City of Torrance decision-makers for their review and 

consideration. 

R4-4 Per the commenter’s suggestion, Page 5.15-20 has been revised as follows: 

The following eight study intersections are forecast to operate at a deficient LOS 

(LOS E or below) according to agency performance criteria for forecast existing plus 

proposed general plan update conditions during one or both peak hours, utilizing 

HCM methodology: 

8.   Anza Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard (PM peak hour only) 

23. Crenshaw Boulevard/190th Street (PM peak hour only) 
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31. Crenshaw Boulevard/Lomita Boulevard (PM peak hour only) 

33. Crenshaw Boulevard/Pacific Coast Highway (SR-1) (PM peak hour only) 
49. Hawthorne Boulevard (SR-107)/Sepulveda Boulevard (PM peak hour only) 

50. Hawthorne Boulevard (SR-107)/Lomita Boulevard (PM peak hour only) 

83. Prairie Avenue/Redondo Beach Boulevard (PM peak hour only) 

97. Western Avenue (SR-213)/Sepulveda Boulevard (PM peak hour only) 

Based on agency-established thresholds of significance, the proposed general plan 
update is forecast to result in a significant impact at the following five study 

intersections utilizing HCM methodology because the LOS at the remaining 

intersections listed above would either improve or remain primarily unchanged with 

implementation of the proposed project: 

8.   Anza Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard 
23. Crenshaw Boulevard/190th Street 

33. Crenshaw Boulevard/Pacific Coast Highway (SR-1) 

49. Hawthorne Boulevard (SR-107)/Sepulveda Boulevard 

50. Hawthorne Boulevard (SR-107)/Lomita Boulevard 

R4-5 Due to the commenter’s observation, it was discovered that a word was 

unintentionally left out of the third required improvement in Table 5.15-6, which will 

be modified as follows: 

Crenshaw Boulevard/Pacific Coast Highway (SR-1) 

Modify the northbound Crenshaw Boulevard traffic signal phasing to include a 
northbound right-turn overlap, which will preclude U-turn movement from westbound 

to eastbound Pacific Coast Highway (SR-1). 
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R4-6 Per the commenter’s suggestion, Table 5.15-7 was modified as follows: 

Table 5.15-7   

Mitigated Forecast Existing Plus Proposed General Plan Update Conditions  

AM & PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS  

Existing Without Project 
Conditions 

Mitigated Forecast Existing 
Plus Proposed General Plan 

Update Conditions 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

Study Intersection Delay – LOS Delay - LOS Delay – LOS Delay - LOS 

Significant 
Impact 

8. Anza Avenue/Sepulveda Blvd (Area 6) 48.7 D 54.8 D 45.3 D 53.6 D No 

23. Crenshaw Blvd/190th St (Area 4) 39.7 D 49.4 D 37.3 D 44.7 D No 

33. Crenshaw Blvd/Pacific Coast Hwy 
(SR-1) (Area 10) 

52.0 D 104.3 F 40.3 D 92.4 F No 

49. Hawthorne Blvd (SR-107)/Sepulveda 
Blvd (Area 6) 

39.4 D 50.4 D 38.6 D 41.5 D No 

50. Hawthorne Blvd (SR-107)/Lomita Blvd 
(Area 9) 

40.1 D 48.5 D 39.1 D 41.9 D No 

Notes: 
1. Delay shown in seconds per vehicle; deficient intersection operation shown in bold italics; significant impact shown in bold. 
2. Pacific Coast Highway is a Caltrans facility, and not under the jurisdiction of the City of Torrance.  

 

R4-7 Your comment is hereby noted, however, CEQA requires that all information must be 

included in the mitigation measure including timing, responsibility, and required 

actions. As a result, the requested changes have not been made.  

R4-8 The City believes the figure provided in the appendix is adequate to relay the 
information to the lay reader. However, your comment is hereby noted, included in 
the official environmental record of the proposed project, and will be forwarded to 

the appropriate City of Torrance decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

No additional response is necessary. 

R4-9 Comment is hereby noted, included in the official environmental record of the 

proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Torrance decision-

makers for their review and consideration. No additional response is necessary. 
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section contains revisions to the DEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at 

the time of DEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes additional 

mitigation measures to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to 

mitigation requirements included in the DEIR. The provision of these additional mitigation measures 

does not alter any impact significance conclusions as disclosed in the DEIR. Changes made to the DEIR 
are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions. 

3.2 DEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the DEIR. 

Pages xi-xiii, Abbreviations and Acronyms, has been updated in response to Comment R4-1, from 

Dave Sargent. 

DEIR Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Du/ac Dwelling units per acre 

ICU Intersection Capacity Utilization 

Table 3-1, Page 3-2, Section 3, Project Description, has been updated in response to Comment R4-

2, from Dave Sargent. 

Table 3-1   

Residential Buildout Estimates 

Current General Plan 

Land Use Designation 

Estimated 
Density 

(du/acre) Acres 
Dwelling 

Units 
Persons per 
Household Population 

Residential 

Low Density  6.8 3,998 27,189 2.63 69,506 

Low Medium Density  13.5 426 5,751 2.63 14,702 

Medium Density 21.00 591 12,401 2.63 31,700 

Medium High/High Density  33.00 262 8,643 2.63 22,094 

High Density 45.00 5 207 2.63 529 

General Commercial   14  36 

Commercial Center   272  695 

Subtotal  5,252 54,476  139,262 

Source: 1992 General Plan, 1996 General Plan Land Use Map and subsequent amendments as incorporated in GIS database/mapping 
developed by Dudek for the City (2005) 
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Page 5.15-3, Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic, has been updated in response to Comment 

R3-2, from Jose Santome. 

Methodology 

The City of Torrance requires significant impacts to be determined based on the HCM analysis; the ICU 

analysis (which describes the operation of a signalized intersection using a range of LOS from LOS A 

(free-flow conditions) to LOS F (severely congested conditions) is provided for informational purposes 

only, and is available in the appendix. 

To determine whether the addition of project-generated trips at a study intersection results in a 
significant impact, the City of Torrance has established the following thresholds of significance: 

 A significant project-related impact occurs at a study intersection if the addition of 

project-generated trips reduces the peak hour level of service of the study intersection to 

change from acceptable operation (LOS A, B, C, or D) to deficient operation (LOS E or 

F) based on the HCM methodology; or 

 A significant impact occurs at a study intersection if the addition of project generated 

trips increases the delay at an intersection already operating at a deficient LOS (LOS E 

or F) based on the HCM methodology. 

Level of service (LOS) is commonly used as a qualitative description of intersection operation and is 

based on the type of traffic control and delay experienced at the intersection. 

 

Page 5.15-20, Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic, has been updated in response to Comment 

R4-4, from Dave Sargent. 

The following eight study intersections are forecast to operate at a deficient LOS (LOS E or below) 

according to agency performance criteria for forecast existing plus proposed general plan update 
conditions during one or both peak hours, utilizing HCM methodology: 

8.   Anza Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard (PM peak hour only) 

23. Crenshaw Boulevard/190th Street (PM peak hour only) 

31. Crenshaw Boulevard/Lomita Boulevard (PM peak hour only) 
33. Crenshaw Boulevard/Pacific Coast Highway (SR-1) (PM peak hour only) 

49. Hawthorne Boulevard (SR-107)/Sepulveda Boulevard (PM peak hour only) 

50. Hawthorne Boulevard (SR-107)/Lomita Boulevard (PM peak hour only) 

83. Prairie Avenue/Redondo Beach Boulevard (PM peak hour only) 

97.Western Avenue (SR-213)/Sepulveda Boulevard (PM peak hour only) 

Based on agency-established thresholds of significance, the proposed general plan update is forecast to 

result in a significant impact at the following five study intersections utilizing HCM methodology because 

the LOS at the remaining intersections listed above would either improve or remain primarily unchanged 

with implementation of the proposed project: 

8. Anza Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard 
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23. Crenshaw Boulevard/190th Street 

33. Crenshaw Boulevard/Pacific Coast Highway (SR-1) 
49. Hawthorne Boulevard (SR-107)/Sepulveda Boulevard 

50. Hawthorne Boulevard (SR-107)/Lomita Boulevard 

 

Page 5.15-21, Table 5.15-6, Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic, has been updated in response 

to Comment R4-5, from Dave Sargent. 

Table 5.15-6   

Required Intersection Improvements 

Intersection  Required Improvements  

Anza Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard 

Widen eastbound Sepulveda Boulevard approach from one left-turn 
lane, one through lane and one shared through/right-turn lane to 
consist of one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn 
lane.  

Crenshaw Boulevard/190th Street 
Widen the westbound Crenshaw Boulevard approach from two left-
turn lanes, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane to consist of two 
left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 

Crenshaw Boulevard/Pacific Coast Highway (SR-1)  

Modify the northbound Crenshaw Boulevard traffic signal phasing to 
include a northbound right-turn overlap, which will preclude U-turn 
movement from westbound to eastbound Pacific Coast Highway (SR-
1).  

Hawthorne Boulevard (SR-107)/Sepulveda Boulevard 
Modify the northbound Hawthorne Boulevard (SR-107) traffic signal 
phasing to include a northbound right-turn overlap, which will preclude 
U-turn movement from westbound to eastbound Sepulveda Boulevard.  

Hawthorne Boulevard (SR-107)/Lomita Boulevard 

Modify the westbound Lomita Boulevard traffic signal phasing to 
include a westbound right-turn overlap, which will preclude U-turn 
movement from southbound to northbound Hawthorne Boulevard (SR-
107)  
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Page 5.15-22, Table 5.15-7, Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic, has been updated in response 

to Comment R4-6, from Dave Sargent. 

Table 5.15-7   

Mitigated Forecast Existing Plus Proposed General Plan Update Conditions  

AM & PM Peak Hour Intersection LOS  

Existing Without Project 
Conditions 

Mitigated Forecast Existing 
Plus Proposed General Plan 

Update Conditions 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

Study Intersection Delay – LOS Delay - LOS Delay – LOS Delay - LOS 

Significant 
Impact 

8. Anza Avenue/Sepulveda Blvd (Area 6) 48.7 D 54.8 D 45.3 D 53.6 D No 

23. Crenshaw Blvd/190th St (Area 4) 39.7 D 49.4 D 37.3 D 44.7 D No 

33. Crenshaw Blvd/Pacific Coast Hwy 
(SR-1) (Area 10) 

52.0 D 104.3 F 40.3 D 92.4 F No 

49. Hawthorne Blvd (SR-107)/Sepulveda 
Blvd (Area 6) 

39.4 D 50.4 D 38.6 D 41.5 D No 

50. Hawthorne Blvd (SR-107)/Lomita Blvd 
(Area 9) 

40.1 D 48.5 D 39.1 D 41.9 D No 

Notes: 
1. Delay shown in seconds per vehicle; deficient intersection operation shown in bold italics; significant impact shown in bold. 
2. Pacific Coast Highway is a Caltrans facility, and not under the jurisdiction of the City of Torrance.  

 

Page 5.16-11, Section 5.16, Utilities and Service Systems, has been updated in response to 

Comment A2-1, from the Los Angeles County Sanitation District. 

…Wastewater generated in the City is transported to the JWPCP in Carson, which has current 
wastewater flows of about 320 288.2 MGD (322,825), a maximum design flow of 385 400 mgd (431,255 

448,056 afy), and a maximum design peak flow of 540 mgd (604,878 afy). The design capacity of the 

JWPCP is thus about 65 111.8 mgd greater than the facility’s current wastewater flows….  

 

Figure 5.8-3, Flood Hazards, Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, has been updated since 

the release of the DEIR, and is shown in Appendix A of this document.  

Figures 5.15-1 Roadway Classification Map ,5.15-2 Torrance Transit System, 5.15-3 Bikeway 

Master Plan, and 5.15-4 Truck and Rail Routes, Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic, have been 

updated since the release of the DEIR, and are shown in Appendix A of this document.  

 

 



 
Appendices 

 

City of Torrance General Plan Update Final EIR City of Torrance 
Q:\TOR-02.0E\Draft EIR\Final EIR\FinalEIR.doc|Printed 9/17/2009 2:29 PM 

Appendix A. Updated Figures 
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Bikeway Master Plan
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